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AN RESEARCH 
Volume 5 NOVEMBER 1977 Number 11 
NEWLY DELINEATED SUBURBAN AREAS SET OMAHA ECONOMIC PACE 
Since the Spring of 1974, the Center for Applied Urban 
Research, with the support of the Economic Development 
Council of the Greater Omaha Chamber of Commerce, has 
monitored the demographic and economic development of the 
Omaha area. A major portion of . this development has now 
moved into areas peripheral to the Omaha City limits. In order 
to examine this expansion, GAUR has redefined its subareas to 
monitor more closely the growth trends in both the central and 
outlying portions of the Omaha metropolitan area. This redelin-
eation of subareas has created three new suburban areas sur-
rounding the City of Omaha. 
The Northcentral Suburban area (NCS) extends from 
Girard St~eet north to the Washington County line and from 
42nd Street to 72nd Street. The Northwest Suburban area 
(NWS) also borders Washington County, extending west to 
180th Street and south to Dodge Street. The Southwest Sub-
urban area (SWS) lies south of Dodge to Sarpy County and west 
from 144th to 180th. The addition of these new suburban areas 
will delineate Omaha's growth patterns more extensively and 
thus provide an analysis of the metropolitan area's population 
shifts, construction and financial activities. 
Intra-urban migration figures for the third quarter of 1977 
illustrate the tendency of Omaha residents to locate in the 
western subareas. During this period, Northcentral and Northeast 
areas experienced the highest out-migration rates while the 
Southwest and Northwest areas experienced the greatest net in-
migration. Indicators for the period also show that, in terms of 
net migration, Southeast and Southcentral neighborhoods are 
more stable than a year ago. In fact the level of net out-migration 
in the Southeast subarea dropped from 33 during third quarter, 
1976, to 17 this period. The Southcentral area experienced a 
reversal from a net out-migration of 11 in 1976 to a net in-
migration of 2 in 1977. 
The development of western Omaha is further demon~ 
strated by the net natural increase (births-deaths) of the popu-
lation in the second quarter of 1977. During this period 58 
percent of the net natural increase occurred in the four subareas 
west of 72nd Street. 
One of the strJngest indicators of a community's economic 
vitality is its new construction activity. As shown in Table 1 
the number of single-family building permits issued in the 
defined Omaha area rose from 378 in the third quarter of 1976 
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to 483 in the same period of 1977. Due to a drop in the number 
of demolition permits during the period, the net increase in 
third quarter single-family permits was 411. This compares to a 
net increase of 281 in third quarter 1976. The dollar value of 
single-family building permits issued from July to September, 
1977, was almost $10.9 million. This represented a $6.3 million 
increase over the previous year. The proportion of permits 
issued in the three new suburban areas accounted for 43 percent 
of the total in 1976, but grew to 64 percent during 1977. By 
far, the greatest amount of single-family building permits issued 
this quarter occurred in the Southwest Suburban area, with 184 
permits valued at $4.1 million, an average of $22,300 per unit. 
This indicates substantial residential development in the suburban 
areas of Omaha. 
The number of multi-family building units also rose 
between 1976 and 1977. In fact the 112 units recorded the fall 
quarter of 1977 was over six times greater than the same period 
a year earlier. The dollar value of these permits totaled over 
$1.1 million compared to $214,300 the previous year. Much of 
this growth is in the Southcentral Omaha area where two apart-
ment buildings underwent construction with a combined total 
of 87 units worth $600,000. Only two multi-family demolition 
permits were recorded for the third quarter of 1977, a net 
increase of 110 multi-family units for Omaha during the period. 
Accompanying the increase in building permits was a rise 
in mortgage lending activity. However, mortgages grew at a 
somewhat slower pace. The number of mortgages in the North-
west Suburban area grew by 131 while mortgages in Southwest 
Suburban and Northcentral Suburban areas increased by 36 and 
2, respectively. These increases were nearly offset by declines 
in mortgage lending activity in the remaining six subareas. As 
a result, the 2,974 mortgages recorded for Omaha in the third 
quarter of 1977 were only 16 more than those in third quarter, 
1976. The dollar amount of mortgages for the fall quarter of 
1977 totaled $98.4 million, slightly above the $97.2 million for 
the same period of 1976. 
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Table 1 IC:S 
Omaha Intra-Urban ""' ..... Third ( .W "' I( Demographic & Economic 
-
Quarter 
lndicatorsAI !W5! lW j!tjll 1977 . 
Northcent ral Northwest Southwest 
NortheoS1 Southeast Northcentral Southcent ral Northwest Southwest Suburban Suburban Suburt>an Total 
Population Change 
Births, 2nd OuartBf, 1977 278 249 271 144 81 327 4 160 30 1.544 
Deaths, 2nd Ouarter. 1977 182 232 124 87 46 78 3 33 5 790 
Net Natural Increase: 2nd Quarter, 1977 96 17 147 57 35 249 1 127 25 754 
2nd Ouarter, 1976 71 53 89 80 15 219 8 143 28 704 
Change: 2nd Quarter. 1977 2nd Ouarter. 1976 + 25 - 38 +58 - 23 + 20 + 30 . 7 - 18 - 1 +50 
Intra-Urban Household Migration 
Into Subarea, 3rd Quarter, 1977 48 38 55 35 44 44 3 13 10 288 
Out of Subarea. 3rd Quarter. 1977 75 53 79 33 11 23 0 12 2 288 
Net (In-migrat ion- Out-migrat ion) 
3rd Quarter. 19 77 . 27 -17 • 24 + 2 +33 + 21 + 3 + 1 + 8 0 
3rd Ou.uter. 19 76 • 24 -33 - 10 - 11 + 30 + 22 +2 + 3 + 21 0 
Construction Activity 
Single-Family Build ing Permits 
3rd Quarter, 1977 6 6 13 15 31 105 12 11 t 184 483 
3rd Ouarter, 1976 3 6 10 8 43 142 7 54 103 378 
Change: 3rd Ouaner. 1977-Jrd Quarter, 1976 +3 -2 + 3 +7 - 12 • 37 +5 +57 +81 + 105 
Total Value of Single-Family Build ing Permits 
3rd Cuarter. 1977 ($1,0001 200.7 135.5 229.4 338.2 617.6 2.540.7 268.3 2.447.6 4,072.4 10.850.3 
3 rd Cuarter, 1976 ($1,0001 38.9 77.0 108.6 74.2 4 52.3 1,783.6 97.9 640.2 1.257.0 4.529.3 
Change: 3rd Ouarter, 1977- 3rd Ouarter, 1976 +161.8 + 58.5 + 120.8 + 284.0 + 165.3 + 757.1 + 170.4 +1.807.4 +2.815.4 +6 .321.0 
Single-Family Demolition Permits 
3rd Cuarter, 1977 52 17 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 72 
3rd Ouarter. 1976 74 17 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 97 
Olenge: 3rd Quarter, 1977-Jrd Ouaner, 1976 ·22 0 · 1 -3 0 0 0 + 1 0 -25 
Net Change in Single-Family Housing Permits 
(Building Perm its-Demolition Permiu) 
3rd Quarter, 1977 . 46 - 11 + 12 +14 +31 + 105 + 12 + 110 + 184 + 411 
:lt-d Ouartor, 1976 -71 -9 +8 + 4 +43 + 142 +7 +54 + 103 + 281 
Multi· Family Building Permits (Units) 
3rd Cluaner. 1977 0 0 6 87 4 4 0 5 6 112 
3rd Cuarter. 1976 0 0 0 0 2 8 0 0 8 18 
Change: 3rd Quarter, 1977- 3rd Quarter, 1976 0 0 +6 +87 + 2 - 4 0 +5 -2 + 94 
Total Value Multi-Family Building Permits 
3rd Ouarter, 1977 l$1,0001 0 0 115.8 800.0 90.9 99.3 0 90.6 125.2 1,121.8 
3rd Ouen er, 1976 ($1 ,0001 0 0 0 0 23 .8 93.2 0 0 97.3 214.3 
Change: 3rd Quarter, l 977-3 rd Quarter, 1976 0 0 + 115.8 + 800.0 + 67.1 + 6.1 0 +90.8 + 27.9 +907.5 
Multi· Famlly Demolition Permits (Units) 
3rd Ouarter, 1977 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
3rd Quarter, 1976 4 8 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 16 
Chanoe: 3rd Quarter , 1977-3rd Quarter, 1976 - 2 - 8 0 - 6 0 0 0 0 0 - 16 
Net Change In Multi· Family Building Permits 
(Sulldlng Permits-Demolition Permits) 
3rd Quarter, 1977 
·2 0 +8 + 87 + 4 +4 0 +5 +6 + 110 
3rd Quarter, 1976 
- 4 · 8 0 - 6 + 2 +8 0 0 +8 0 
Non-Housing Demolition Permits (Units) 
3rd Quarter, 1977 24 41 8 4 1 0 0 0 0 76 
3rd Quarter, 1976 49 8 12 4 1 2 0 0 0 76 
Change: 3rd Cluarter. 1977-3rd Cluarter. 1976 -25 +33 - 8 0 0 -2 0 0 0 0 
Mortgagesl:ll 
Number of Mortgages 
3rd Ouarter, 1977 281 276 462 227 254 774 28 294 378 2.974 
3rd Ouarter. 1976 284 288 466 232 321 838 28 183 342 2.958 
Change: 3rd Quarter, 1977-3rd Cuaner, 19 76 - 3 - 10 - 4 - 5 • 67 · 64 +2 + 131 +36 + 16 
OoUar Amount of Mortgages 
3rd Cuarter, 1977 ($1 ,0001 5.352.3 6.899.3 10.853.2 5 .425.0 8.016 .9 34.699.3 1.381 .5 9.852.8 15.879.0 98.358.3 
3rd Ouarter , 1976 l$1,0001 6,589.4 6,594.4 10.954.5 6,145.6 12.787.6 33.628.2 798.2 7.913.8 11 ,762.0 97,171.7 
Change: 3rd Quarter, 1977 3rd Ouarter, 1976 • 1,237. 1 + 304.9 - 101.3 • 720.6 . 4,770.7 + 1.Q73.1 +583.3 +1.939.0 +4,117.0 + 1,187.6 
Mechanic Liens .kl 
Number of Mechanic Liens 
Jrd Quar ter, 1977 15 8 6 3 2 15 0 7 1 57 
3rd Quar ter. 1976 21 20 16 18 10 32 0 3 2 122 
Change: 3rd Quarter. 1977- 3rd Quarter , 1976 · 6 - 12 - 10 - 15 - 8 • 17 0 + 4 - 1 - 65 
Dollar Amount of Mechanic Lien! 
3rd Cuerter, 1977 l$1,0001 17.5 16.9 13.6 21.2 0.3 96.5 0 10.8 1.2 178.0 
3rd Cuoner, 1978 ($1 ,0001 25.5 33.4 11.9 22.2 10.0 130.9 0 19.2 6.8 259.9 
Change: 3rd Quarter. 1977- 3rd Quarter, 1976 - 8.0 - 16.5 + 1.7 -1.0 - 9.7 -34.4 0 - 8.4 -5.6 -81.9 
Bankruptcy Cases 
3rd Ouorter, 1977 34 31 23 8 7 11 2 4 1 121 
3rd Ouarter, 19 76 30 35 22 10 10 17 0 3 3 130 
Change: 3rd Cuarter, 1977-3rd Ouarter, 1976 + 4 - 4 + 1 · 2 -3 - 6 +2 + 1 - 2 -9 
Public Utilities 
Number of Water Hookups 
3rd Ouarter, 1977 21 17 23 34 32 169 27 114 259 696 
3rd Cuarter, 19 76 14 32 15 27 26 131 8 106 192 551 
Change: :lt-d Cuarter, 1977-3rd Cuarter, 1976 +7 - 15 +8 +7 +4 +38 + 21 +8 +67 + 145 
New Auto Registrations r 
Number of Cars 
3rd Ouarter. 1977 315 4 16 517 433 444 1,093 4 1 220 140 3,619 
3rd Ouarter. 1976 358 489 536 389 519 1.027 19 161 106 3.604 
Change: 3rd Quarter, 1977- 3rd Ouarter, 1976 -43 . 73 -19 + 44 . 75 + 68 + 22 +59 +34 + 15 
Number of Trucks 
3rd Ouarter, 1977 62 138 93 73 73 193 8 44 18 702 
3rd Quarter. 1976 87 144 109 85 117 209 7 33 22 813 
Change: 3rd Quarter, 1977-3rd Quarter, 1976 - 25 · 6 - 16 - 12 -44 - 16 + 1 + 11 - 4 - 111 
ll./Boynown as well as ! mall rural communities are excluded from suburban totals. 19 76 figures are revised. 
e,1Totals d o not Include 257 mortgages l$14,708,4771 f or the third quarter of 1977 and 259 mortoages l$9 .403,730) for the third quarter of 1976. 
£./T otals do not Include 8 mechanic liens l$18,806) f or the third quarter of 1977 and 6 mechanic liens ($22.9531 for the third quarter of 1976. 
Source: This work was. In part , financed by a grant from the Economic Devel opment Council of the Omaha Chamber of Commerce. The data were compiled by CAUR ~Dr. Paul S.T. Lee. Gene M . 
Hanlon, Mrs. Margaret Heln, Mrs. linda Ferring, Patrick L. Brophy, Richerd Williams and Angela Bonam) from data in t he Daily Record and data made available by (1 ) Oougla! County HM ith Department, 
Division of Vital Statistics, (2) City of Omaha, Office of Permits and Inspections, and (3) rvt&tropolltan Uttli ttes District. 
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New auto registrations declined between 1976 and 1977, 
but the declines in mechanic liens and bankruptcies proved to 
be encouraging indicators for the Omaha economy . The number 
of mechanic liens declined by 53 percent to a total of 57 in 
1977; their dollar amount dropped by $81 ,900 from 1976. The 
number of bankruptcies also declined, however at a slightly 
slower pace of 6.9 percent. Another encouraging indicator for 
the Omaha area is the 26 percent jump in water hookups from 
the previous year. This further indicates a level of construction 
activity above that of the previous year . 
Taken as a whole the demographic and economic indicators 
for the enlarged metropolitan area show continued economic 
growth. Third quarter indicators for the nine Omaha subareas 
are shown in Table 1. 
URBAN FAMILY BUDGETS, 1971-1976 
Introduction 
The Bureau of Labor Statistics has devised the urban 
family budget to illustrate the impact of national economic 
trends on everyday expenditures for a hypothetical urban·family 
of four. 1 
The BLS urban family budgets represent spending patterns 
of a hypothetical city-dwelling family comprised of a 38-year-old 
husband who works full-time, his nonworking wife, their 13-year-
old son and 8-year-old daughter. If they own a house they 
purchased it six years ago. The family is thus established in 
occupation and household with no unusual expenses such as 
those related to changing locations. 
1 Louise McCraw. "Family Budget Costs Continued ta Climb in 
1976," Monthly Labor Review, July, 1977, pp. 35-40. The source of 
data, methods of calculations, and quantities of goods and services f or 
each budget level are described in detail in BLS Bulletin 1570-5, Three 
Standards of Living for an Urban Family of Four Persons (Spring 1967). 
The urban family budgets are designed not t o report actual expenses 
of actual families, but rather to interpret the impact of changes in 
consumer prices and taxes on the spending patterns of urban American 
families. The emphasis on the carefully def ined "hy pothetical family" 
should serve to caution the reader that the budgets are benchmarks 
from which any particular famil y's expenditures may vary considerably. 
Few families have precisely the characterist ics af the four-member BLS 
family , and few real families experience a year w ithout a major expense 
or change in family circumstances that alters their normal spending 
pattern. These conditions are easily rationalized , since na general izat ions 
about urban family budgets could be made without them. 
Other BLS assumptions are more subject t o challenge. For instance, 
none af the budgets allows f or the w ife t o be earning a portion of the 
annual family income, a distortion even in 1967 when the first budgets 
were devised. 
A different kind of dist ortion occurs when the methodo logy is 
based on family expenses as they should be rather than as they are. 
Food budgets are a curious mixture of actual patterns identified by 
consumer spending surveys and USDA recommended dietary allowances. 
Thus the lower-level food budget is designed to include few er processed 
foods, substituting low er-priced items that require more heme preparati on. 
There is little evidence that lower-budget families actually spend sa 
wisely . 
Health considerations also stray f rom the actual to the desired 
spending patterns. The medical budget provides for the same medical 
insurance for lower-budget families as for moderate-budget families and 
for t he cast of desired levels of medical and dental care, although even 
the BLS acknowledges that lower-budget families may defer such care 
unless the need is urgent. The budgets alsa have eliminated cigarettes 
fram Other Family Consumption because of the Surgeon General's 
warning. (Cigars, pipe t obacco and alcohol are st ill allowed.) 
The methods used t o update the budget also raise questions. 
As annual updat ed budgets are released, readers are referred to the 1967 
urban family budgets for detailed description af estimat ing procedures. 
The BLS allows for " some exercises of t he budget-maker 's own judgment 
in the construction of these budgets." Presumably this includes use of 
the 1972-73 version of the Consumer Expenditure Surveys to determine 
ratios of car owners to non owners in metropolitan areas and ratios of 
renters to nanrenters, as well as the availability af appliances such as 
dishwashers, clothes dryers or air conditioners. These items w ere formerly 
based an the 1961-62 CES and no delineati on af substituti ons since 1967 
has been offered by the BLS. 
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The budgets have been computed for three income levels 
and reflect national trends in seven categories of consumer goods 
and services, two categories of taxes and miscellaneous other 
expenses. An examination of the autumn 1976 budgets iden-
tifies the proportion spent for each component; trends since 
1971 indicate changes in the stereotypical family's expenditures 
during the five year period. 
Urban Family Expenditures, Autumn 1976 
Lower, intermediate and higher family budgets are shown 
in Table 1. Some items are common to all three budgets but 
the quantity or quality increases in the higher budgets. The 
TABL E 1 
A NNUAL BUDGETS FOR AN U RBAN FAMILY OF FOUR, AUTUMN 1976 
Lower Intermediate Higher 
Percent Percent Percent 
Change Change Change 
Component Amount 1975-76 Amount 1975-76 Amount 1975-76 
Total Budget.2/ $10.0'i1 ~.7 $ 16,236 6 .0 $23.750 6.6 
Total Family Consumption.!/ 8.162 4.7 12.370 5.5 17,048 5.6 
Food 3 ,003 1.7 3,859 0 .8 4,856 0.8 
Housmg 1.964 5 .8 3,843 8 .8 5.821 8 .7 
Transportation 767 9.3 1 ,403 9 .7 1.824 10.0 
Clolhing and Personal Care 1.064 4.4 1.496 4.4 2 ,173 4.3 
Med1cal Care 896 9.5 900 9.5 939 9.6 
Other Family ConsumPIIon.b/ 468 4 .7 869 4 .6 1,434 4 .6 
Taxes and Deductions.!/ 1.429 5 .2 3 .134 8.4 5.476 10.2 
Social Security and Disabil ity 604 4.7 898 7.7 911 8.3 
0~~~~~=~~gyme Taxes 825 5.6 2,236 8 .7 4 ,565 10.5 45 1 3.4 731 4 .3 1.234 4 .4 
2-1Because of rounchng. sums of individual items may not equal totals. 
Q..lother family consumption includes average costs for reading. recreation, tobacco 
products alcoholic beverages, educat ion. and miscellaneous expenditures. ~/Other items includes a llowances for gifts and contributions, life insurance and 
occupational expenses. 
Source ; United Stat es Department o f Labo r, Monthly Labor Review, July, 1977, p . 35. 
lower-budget family is assumed to perform more services for 
itself and to utilize free community recreation facilities more 
often than the other budget levels. The higher-budget family 
is assumed to have more extensive use of services for a fee and 
greater recreation and investment budget allowances. Figure 1 
demonstrates that the proportion allocated for each component 
varies according to the budget level. 
In 1976 lower-budget families spent approximately one-
third thei r total budget for food ($3,003). Higher-budget families 
spent more ($4,856) but food accounted for only one-fifth of 
their total budget. From autumn 1975 to autumn 1976, food 
expenses increased more rapidly for lower-budget families (1 . 7 
percent) than for higher-budget families (0.8 percent). This 
occurred principally because of the BLS assumption that higher-
budget families spend a greater proportion for meat, fish and 
poultry, and prices in this food group actually declined between 
1975 and 1976. 
Housing costs increased less for lower-budget families 
(5.8 percent) than for intermediate (8.8 percent) and higher-
bu9get families (8.7 percent). The housing budget includes 
rental costs for lower-budget families and both rental and home-
owner costs for intermediate- and higher-budget families. The 
FIGURE 1 
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF URBAN FAMILY BUDGETS, 1976.i!/ 
Intermediate Budget 
Food 24% 
Housing 24% 
~I Annual expenses of a four·member urban family. based on autumn 1976 prices. 
Source: Compiled by CAUR from U.S. Department of Labor, Monthly Labor Re orts, July, 1977, p. 35. 
budget stipulates that the hypothetical family purchased their 
home six years earlier. Thus the lower 1969-1970 mortgage 
interest rates have been applied. Housing expenditures also 
incorporate fuel, utilities, repairs, maintenance, appropriate prop-
erty taxes and insurance. 
Medical care expenditures increased nearly ten percent at 
all budget levels between autumn 1975 and autumn 1976. This 
component of the urban family budget includes a group hospital-
surgical insurance plan, a fixed number of visits to physicians, 
dentists and eye care specialists, and prescriptions. The higher-
income budget also provides for a major medical insurance plan. 
Transportation expenditures also increased by nine to 
ten percent between autumn 1975 and autumn 1976. Transpor-
tation expenses include purchase of a new (higher-budget) or 
two-year-old (lower-budget) automobi le every four years, main-
tenance and gasoline expenses, and mass transit fares for a 
percentage of families in larger urban areas. These expenses have 
been budgeted at approximately eight percent of 1976 urban 
family expenses. 
Since both taxes and consumer prices vary among urban 
areas, the BLS took these variations into consideration. The 
size of the urban area has an influence, as the 1976 intermediate 
budget for nonmetropolitan urban areas (populations 2,500-
50,000) was ten percent lower than for the aggregate; for 
metropolitan areas (populations above 50,000) it was two percent 
higher. Regional variations also influenced the budget, with 
both housing and food expenses lower in Southern urban areas. 
Trends in Urban Family Expenditures, 1971-1976 
The total budget of the hypothetical urban family increased 
less between 1975 and 1976 than at any time since 1972. Figure 
2 shows the percentage change for each budget component 
between 1971 and 1976. Only the intermediate budget is shown, 
as the percentage change from year to year is similar for the 
three budget levels. 
The noticeable rate of increase between 1972 and 1974 
slowed somewhat between 1974 and 1975. From 1975 to 1976 
this slower rate continued for consumer goods and services. 
Taxes, however, increased more rapidly during 1976 than during 
1975. 
Between 1971 and 1976 expenditures of the intermediate-
budget family increased a total of 48 percent. The greatest 
five year rise occurred in Social Security/disability deductions 
(114 percent), personal income taxes (64 percent) and food 
(52 percent). L. Ferring 
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FIGUAE 2 
AATE OF CHANGE IN UABAN FAMILY BUOGET. 
1971-1976.1/ 
( Aatio Scale I 
Social Security/ 
Disability Deductions 
197 1 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 
~/ Intermediate-level budget for annual expenses of a four-member urban 
family, based on autumn 1976 prices. 
Source: Compiled by CAUR from U.S. Department of Labor. Mo11thly 
Labor Reports. 
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NEW HOME MORTGAGES: SEVENTH MONTHLY REPORT 
TABLE 1 
OUTSTANDING LOANS FOR NEW HOUSING UNITS IN SUBDIVISIONS OF DOUGLAS AND SARPY COUNTIES, SEPTEMBER 1 TO SEPTEMBER 30, 1977 
SDeculative L oans Custom Loans SDeculative Loans Custom Loans 
Units Under Units Completed Units Under Units Units Under Units Completed Units Under J Units 
Construction Construction Completed Construction Construction Completed 
Unsold Sold Unsold Sold 
Total Total Total Total Total Total 
Current Out-
standing!!/ 
Current Out· 
Period standingb.l 
Current Current Out-
standing!!/ 
Current Current Out-
Period standing!!/ 
Current Out-
standlngl!l 
Current Current Out- I 
Period standing!!/ 
Current 
Subdivision I Period Period Period Period Subdivision Period Period Period 
Douglas County Douglas County Continued 
Armbrust Oaks 1 2 Walnut Grove 
Autumn Heights 1 3 3 1 Wedgewood Ill 
Candlewood 1 1 3 1 7 West Fairacres 
34 
3 
Center Park 2 18 1 4 2 18 West V illage 6 
5 3 
3 
Chapel Hill I & II 2 22 1 4 3 3 t Western Trails 1 2 
-c01on;~A£r.S-------------3-------------~------------------4---------- w.lloww~--------s----17--------------1-------,-----,-----a--------------
eountry Club Manor 3 3 Winchester Heights 1 1 2 2 1 
Country Squire 1 3 Woodhaven 2 20 5 4 2 
Discovery 5 Woodhurst 8 
_£~~~~~----------~----~~-------~-----~-------~-----~----2£_ ______ ~---- -~~2~~~~~~------------~-------------~---------------------------------Fair Meadow. 10 Woodstone Replot 2 8 1 
Four Fountains 1 2 2 Wycliff & Replot 4 44 1 10 4 5 14 
Georget6wne 3 3 2 Rural Douglas Coun'f' 1 1 6 
Ginger Cove 1 1 1 1 1 2 Other Subdivisions£ 2 22 4 4B 
_Q~~~oo~------------- -~-- -----------------~-----~-----~-------~---- _I~~poo~~S2~~y _ _2~ __ 634 ______ -~---J~ ______ §£_ ___ ~~---~1~------~~-----
Golden Hills I & II 4 Sarpy Coonty 
Green Meadow. 1 1 5 1 Blue Ridge 
Greenbriar 4 1 3 BriarwoOO 
Harvey Oaks 2 75 4 5 1 1 Charwood 
2 
4 
4 
3 1 2 
7 2 1 1 ~I~-~n2~~---------~----~-- ----------~-------~-----~----2~------------ gna~l ___________ £__ 
Lakeview Heights 12 1 2 8 1 College Heights --3-----·---------------2-----------2-------------
Leawood I & II 6 Crestview Heights 3 14 2 1 4 7 
Leawood Southwest 11 31 1 7 1 Echo Hills 1 2 2 5 
Lebeau 4 12 2 11 1 Fairview Heights 2 1 3 
~~~~~W~B~~~---- ____ 3 _ __ ---------~-------~--- -------~-------~----- _E~~~Fo~~--------------~-- -------Meodowview Replat 3 Faulkland Heights 4 
Millard Heights 1 5 2 2 10 1 Fontenelle Estates 2 
-----------------------~-------------1 
1 
Millard Highlands 5 Golden Hills Aeplat 2 2 
Oak He1ghts I, II. & Ill 20 2 4 8 Granville East 3 5 7 3 
_Q~~~~~~i~----------------------------------------~-----~---------- ~~oldjguare ------------~---Oak Hills Hilltop 4 6 1 Harvest Hills 17 1 1 -----------------------,-----2-------~----
Pacific Heights & Aeplat 1 16 3 2 3 1 Hawaiian Village 6 
Park West 10 25 16 1 1 10 4 High View Estates 18 5 
Parklane 1 5 2 Leawood Oaks I & II 4 20 3 6 5 3 3 
Patterson Park 1 3 Lienmann's Addition 5 
-PMrlAc~----------2-----4--------- --------- ----- ---------------------- -Mac~~-H~ight-s-------------7-------------5-------,------------2------------
Pheosant Run 1 15 4 6 7 1 Normandy Hills 1 10 9 2 1 5 
Piedmont & Replat 28 4 1 4 Oaks of Fontenelle 18 1 
Ponderosa 1 13 3 7 3 Overland Hills 13 26 4 2 1 
-~~~~'!!!2ll." ______________ 2L ___________ L _____ lL __________ L ______ l___ __E_aiJU:i!!!!.!..!'J...J!<_!Y __________ L ____________________ ~-----------~-------~----
Raven Oaks 2 2 9 Pawnee Hills 7 1 3 
Regency 7 3 6 1 Quail Creek 3 1 
Roanoke Estates 1 15 Southampton 1 7 1 
Rolling Meadows 4 Southern Park 1 2 2 
~~~Hil~---------------~---------------------------------~---------- ~~~~iew_~tat~-----------2---------------------------------~-------------
S•Iver Fox 3 Tara Heights 5 
Skyline Estates 3 5 Twin Ridge I, II, & Ill 3 1 1 
Skyline Ranches 3 2 6 Villa Springs 3 
Stonybrook 4 Westmont 4 1 2 4 
-~~~y~o~---------------~-------- ------------------------~ _ --------- Whi~ti~u~2~----~----2Q_ ____________ ~-------------~-----~------------Timbercreek I & II 1 5 15 2 6 2 Willow Springs !The Town) 7 1 
Treehouse 3 3 Rural Sarpy County 3 1 
Twin River Vista II 3 1 Other Subdivisions.si/ 3 8 2 1 2 8 
Valand 3 1 Total Sarpy County 34 228 3 35 26 18 105 
T otal 110 862 8 174 88 1}7 420 
!../commitments issued during the reporting period are considered outstanding only if the loan was not closed during the reporting period. 
!2./Total outstanding units are adjusted in some cases to account for incomplete or double reporting. 
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~/Douglas County subdivisions with only one unit committed, under construction or unsold are: Anderson Place, Bay Meadows, Benson Acres, Benson Addition, Benson Heights, Bonita, Champion's Meadow View, Consentius, 
Cornish Heights, Cosgrove's Addition, Country Club Oaks, Country Club View, Country Meadows. Dillon's Fairacres. Dodge Park. I, Duckworth's, Echo Hill, Elmwood Gardens, Fawn Hetghts, Florence Heights, Forbes, Gunther's, Hansen's 
Country Club Hills, Henery, Homesite, Homestead, Howland's, Indian Hills Village, Jisba Heidkamp, Jones. Kristy Acres, Lake Forest Estates, Lakoma Heights, Logan Fontanelle, Maenner Meadows, Marion Park., Melia's, Montclair of 
Westwood South, Niver's, Oak Hills of Millard, Olive Crest, Oma·View, Prairie Pines. Ridge View Terrace, Riverside Hilts, Robin Hill, Roxbury. RoyalwoOO Estates. Shannon Hills, Southside Acres. Spring Valley, Sundown Acres. Thortsen, 
Trailridge Ranches, Trendwood, Twilight Hills. Wear's Pacific Addition. Westchester II, West Pacific Terrace, Winterburn Heights Ill. Woodgate and Yorkshire Hills. Douglas County subdivisions with only two units committed, under 
construction or unsold are: Bel Air II, Bian's, Bruhn Acres, Center Horizons, Cryer View, Greentree. Hansen's Highlands, Heavenly Acres, Highland North. Keystone, Maplewood, Monterey, Pinecrest, Quell Rtdge, Remco. RiVerside 
lakes and Schwalb's II. 
d..ISarpy County subdivisions with only one unit committed. under construction or unsold are: Bella West, Cedar Hollow, Dee's, Garren. Glenmorrie, Hay's, Meadows Replat , Monarch Place, Randolph Place, Ridgewood, Southwood, 
Spauling Replat, Thousand Oaks and Tippery's. Sarpy County subdivisions with only two units committed, under co11struction o r unsold are: Cedar Island, Nob Hill and Pennington Heights. 
Sources: Compiled by CAUR from data provided by the American National Bank., American Savings Company, Bank of Bellevue, Center Bank, Commercial FederalS & L. ConservativeS & L, First Federal Lincoln, First FederalS & 
L of Omaha. First National Bank of Bellevue. First National Bank of Omaha. Bank of Millard, Nebraska Federal S & L. Northland Mortgage. Northwestern National Bank, Occidental S & L, Omaha Netlonol Bank, Omahe S & L. 
Packers National Bank., Ralston Bank., Realbanc. U.S. National Bank, Bank of Valley and Western Securities Company. 
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